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A LOOK AT SOME GOALS FOR LONG B£ACH CITY COLLEGE: 
RESULTS OF THE STATEWIDE INSTITUTIONAL GOALS INVENTORY SURVEY 

SPRING 1972 



Backgro\md > Charged with the responsibility of revieidng all phases of 
higher education within the state, inclxiding the I960 Master Plan, the 
Joint Committee on the Master Plan for Higher Education asked each com- 
munity college, state college, and state university to join in a surv^ 
of goals diiring the spring semester, 1972. This project, hopefully, 
would reveal the goals people desire their educational institutions to 
piarsue. The objectives of the su3nrey, according to the committee, were 
two fold: 

• "to assenible information ^ch the committee could use in its 
deliberations about California higher education policy, and 

; to provide information to each of the colleges in the state for 
their own self-study purposes." 

An inquiry f om, recently developed at Educational Testing Service (ETS) , 
Institutional Goals Inventory, Form 1 (IGI), was selected to inclement 
the objectives of the project. IGI Form 1 contains, in addition to back- 
ground questions' about the respondent, ninety goal oriented statements. 
Using a five-point importance scale ranging from no importance (l) to 
extremely high Importance (5)> respondents are asked to rate each state- 
ment in two different ways: 

. The respondent first indicates his perception of how important the 
goal currently Is on the campus, 

. secondly, his opinion about how inqportant it should be . 

Of the liinety IGI statements, ei^ty are related to twenty "goal area's," 
four per area. Each of the remaining ten statements reflects a miscel- 
aneous goal, judged by ETS to be sufficiently important to warrant only 
one item. The twnty "goal areas" are divided into two categories. "The_ 
first set of goal areas," according to ETS, "are conceived as • output, • 
substantive objectives colleges may be seeking to achieve (qualities of 
graduating students, kinds of public service, etc.). Goals. in the second 
general category are referred to as 'process goals,* which are conceived 
as internal campus objectives — relating, for the most part, to the educa- 
tional process and campus climate—which may facilitate achieve:aent of 
the output goals." In condensed-label form, the twenty "goal areas," and 
the miscellaneous goals are outlined in Table A of this report (page 3) . 

Statewide, 68 community colleges returned nearly 15,000 completed IGI 
Form 1 questionnaires to ETS for processing. From this input, means and 
standard deviations were calcxilated for each of the ninety statements, 
and for each goal area, hy sample populations and the total group. 
Data were given for the "Is" ratings, the "Should be" ratings, and for 
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the "Discrepancy" between these two ratings^ . These statistics were cal- 
culated for the respondents of each college, as well as the combined 
total of 68 community colleges participating in the project. Our objective 
in this report is to present these data In light of the college's (LBCC) 
participation in this project. ^ 

PTQcedyre. On receipt of 405 copies of IGI Form 1 from Educational Test- 
ing Service, the inquiry forms were distributed at LBCC according to a pre- 
arranged plan developed by the college information officer, Mr. Ered Schmidt. 
His procedure followed the suggested guidelines issued ETS as closely 
as possible, and produced sample populations from the faculty, the day 
students, the evening students, and firom members of the communily. The 
sample populations were obtained as follows: 

. Faculty population (lOO) 

Each of ten division chairmen were asked to distribute inventories 
to ten faculty members, within their respective divisions, in as 
random a manner as possible. (In the analysis of the data, the • 
responses of one board member, who chose to participate in the 
- survey, have been included in this -group.) 

. Day Student Population (lOO) 

Ten division chairmen were asked to obtain completed inventories 
firom ten students, enrolled in day time departmental offerings, 
in as random a fashion as possible. To bolster the percentage 
of day student participation in the survqr, it was necessary at 
the last moment to select one additional day class. A class 
from the Health Technologies Program was selected for this purpose. 

. Evening Student - Population (lOO) 

Administrative Deans of the evening program were asked to obtain 
a sample population of evening students by selecting at random 
classes xmder their jurisdiction. Completed inventories wre 
obtained from the Liberal Arts Campus, Business and Technology 
Campus, and the three major extension campuses: Jordan, Lakewood 
and Millikan. 

. Community Population (lOO) 

The citizens-at-large group includes 50 members from the college 
advisory committees, and 50 persons from the community at large, 
to be chosen at random by the college administrative staff. 



Locally, a total of 335 completed IGI inquiry forms were returned to ETS 
for processing: 83 faculty members, 95 day students, 85 evening students, 
and 72 members from the community at large (Table l) . Table 2 of this 
report describes some of the characteristics of the LBCC san?)le populations p 



TatiLeA. Instituti^^^ Goal /^oas and Miscellaiioous Institutional Goals t^om the 
Instituti onal Gonlr. Inventory (IGI)^^ ' 



Institutional Goals Statements 

Pertairdng 

~~ — to Goals -^-^ 

Output Goals 

Academic Development (acquisition of knowledge, academic 
masteiy, etc.) 

Intellectual Orientation (as an attitude, style, commit- 
ment to learning, etc.) 

Individual Personal Development (of one's unique human 
potential, etc.) 

Humanism/iatruism (idealism, social concern, etc.) 

Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness (appreciation, sensitivity 
to the arts, etc.) 

Traditional Religiousness 

Vocational Preparation 

Advanced Training (graduate, professional) 

Research 

Meeting Local Needs (community public service, etc.) 
^ Public Service (to regional, state, national, inter- 
national agencies) 

Social Egalitarianism' (meeting educ. needs of people 
throughout the social system) 

Social CriticisVActivism (toward change in American life) 

Process GQa; is^^^ 

Bteedom (academic, personal) 

Democratic Governance (emphasizing structural factors) 
Community (emphasizing attitudinal factors—morale, 
.spirit, ethos) 

Intellectual/Aesthetic Environment (intellectual stimu- 
lation, excitement, etc.) 
Innovation 
Off-campus learning 
Accountability/Efficiency 

Miscellaneous Goals 

Basic Skills Competence 

Institutional Autonomy ^ 

Academic Recognition ^ 

Extra-Curriciaar Activities ^ 

Organized Institutional Planning ^ 

Institutional Planning (Community involvement) pi 
Intercollegiate Athletics ■ ^? 
Evaluational Attitude 

Communication ^° 

Institutional Goals Consensus ?^ 



1, 


4, 


6, 


9 


2, 


5, 


7, 


10 


3, 




11. 


13 




17, 


20, 


23 




18, 


21, 


24 


16, 


19, 


22, 


25 


26, 


30, 


36. 


38 


27, 


31, 


32. 




28, 


34. 


35. 


37 


29, 


33, 


39, 


40 


M, 


47, 


50, 


51 


42, 


45, 


48, 


52 




46, 


49, 


53 


54, 


57, 


60, 


63 


55, 


58, 


61, 


64 


56, 


59, 


62, 


65 


66, 


69, 


73, 


76 


67, 


70, 


74, 


77 


68, 






78 


79, 


81, 


83, 


87 



^^Published and distributed by the Institutional Research Program for- Higher Education 
Mucational Testing Service, Princeton, New Jersey, 1972. Mucation, 
^^^^ ninety goal statements of the IGI are included as Appendix A. 
••-^Internal college goals intended to assist in accompHshing the "output" goals. 
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Findings > Data generated from the college's participation in this 
statewide survey have been sipmarized and illustrated for this report in 
a series of appended tables and figures • The following observations 
are based on these data: - 

Twenty IGI Goal Areas > 

• Although the sample LBCC populations cannot be described as 
"scientifically" selected, there is convincing evidence that 
this popu3.ation as a whole responded with opinions strikingly 
similar to the opinions of the statewide sample. When the 
ranked " Should be " ratings of^the LBCC population are compared 
to the ranked"Should be" ratings of the statewide population, 
through the mediim of a Spearman Rank- Difference correlation, 
the correlation of the two ranked ratings is calculated to be 
•96 (l.OO indicates a perfect correlation.) The calculated 
correlation is statistically significant at the .001 level. 
That is to say, this correlation of ranked ratings was likely 
to occur by chance less than one time in a thousand. A similar 
statistic (.97) was calculated for -the ten miscellaneous IGI goals. 
(Tables 1, 7 Figure 2) . 

. Based upon the respondents « ratings of how important a goal area 
currently "Is"on campus, it appears that the present educational 
' offerings of the college are meeting the IGI goal areas at approx- 
imately the same level, and order of importance, as indicated by 
the "typical" California Community College. A comparison of rank- 
order "Is" goal area ratings for each population (LBCC -68 Colleges) 
using a Spearman-Rank Order Correlation, yields a correlation of 
•98 (p < .001) . (Tables 3 and 7, figure l) 

. The LBCC sample population as a whole, and the state\iide sample are 
in complete agreement on the IGI goal areas that " Should be " most 
important on campiis (Table 3, Figure 2) . In rank order, the five 
goal areas that "Should be"of greatest import are: 

1. "Vocational Preparation" 

2. "Individual-Personal Development" 

3. "Community" 

4» "Intellecttial Orientation" 

5. "Meeting Local Needs". 

There is complete agreement on four least important "Should be" 
goal areas, also (Table 3, figure 2) : 

17. "Off Campus Learning" 

18. "Advanced Training" 

19. "Research" 

20. "Traditional Religiousness". 



The LBCC sample population and j statewide sample also concur 
on the IGI goal areas in which a large discrepant appears between 
"Should be" and "Is" ratings (Table 3). The five goal^as^S^ 
a large discrepancy are: 

a. "Individual-Personal Development" 

b* "Intellectual Orientation" 

c* "Vocational Preparation" 

d • "Humani sn/Altruism" 

e* "Community", 

Among the goal areas with a small discrepancy are: 

a. "Traditional Religiousness" 

b* "Research" 

c* "Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness" _ 

d. "Academic Development". 

Comparing the "Is" and "Should be" respomie patterns (Table 3) 
for the LBCC sample population as a \rtiole, the respondents' 
highest in^wrtance choice in both rating patterns is the goal 
area labeled "Vocational Preparation." Similarly, the goal area 
entitled "Traditional Religiousness" is considered least im- 
portant. In between the two extreme rank-positions some dis- 
agreement did occur, for example, in the ranking of "Individual- 
Personal Development;" "Rreedom:," and "Accountability/Efficiency." 
In general, however, there is considerably more agreement than 
discrepancy in the ranked opinion ratings • Calculation of a 
Spearman Rank-Difference Correlation yielded a statistical!}^ 
significant correlation of .8^ (p. < ,001) • (Tables 3, 8) 

Sub-populations of the LBCC sample, i.e., faculty, students, 
community, unanimously agree that the "Is" goal area 
currently of least importance is "Traditional Religiousness. " 
On the other hand, consensus was not achieved on the most im- 
portant "Is" goal area, although, "Vocational Preparation" is 
ranked either first or second by each group. Between "Is" ' 
ratings of extreme importance and of little inportance, however, 
there is considerable agreement in the ranked Importance of the 
IGI goal areas. Spearman Rank-Difference Correlations for the 
"Is" ratings of the various populations were calculated, and 
found to range from a low of .87 to a higji of .94, with each 
correlation being statistically significant (p. < .001) . (Table 
A$ figure U) 

Comparing ranked " Should be ^ ratings of the LBCC sub-populations, 
each group ranks "Vocational Preparation" as the goal area that 
"Should be" most important, while "Individual-Personal Development" 
is ranked either second or third in each instance • Althou^ the 
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opinions of each group naturally vary somewhat, rank-difference 
correlations calculated for the "Should be'* opinion rankings 
suggest the faculty, the students, and the community have strik- 
ingly similar views about the goals the college "Should be" 
pursuing. Correlations ranged from a low of #83 to a high of •94j 
each is statistically significant at the .001 level. (Table 5, 
Wgure 5) 



Ten Miscellaneous IGI Goals : 

. The LBCC sample population as a whole, and the statewide sample 
unanimously agree on the miscellaneous IGI goals that "Should be" 
most important on campus (Table 9) . In rank order, the three 
miscellaneous goals that "Should be" of greatest i^rt are: 

1. Basic Skills Competence 

2. Organized Institutional Planning 

3. Academic Recognition 

There is also iinanimous accord on the miscellaneous goals they 
perceive "Should be" least important (Table 9) . In rank order, 
these goals are: 

9. Institutional Autonony 
10. Intercollegiate Athletics. 

. Faculty, students, and citizens included in the LBCC sample 
populations agree on four miscellaneous goals perceived to be 
important on campus at the present time. Although, thqr agree on 
these four"Is"goals,they do not place them in identical rank order 
(Table 10). These four goals are: 

a. Basic Skills Competence 

b. Academic Recognition 

c. Intercollegiate Athletics 

d. Extra Curricular Activities. 

. A comparison of ranked "Should be" ratings from the faculty, the 
students, and the community, shows each group ranks Basic Skills 
Competence as the miscellaneous goal that "Should be" mos^ im- 
portent. They also agree that "Organized Institutional Planning," 
and "Academic Recognition" are two other goals that "Should be" of 
great import. However, they are jjot in accord on the rank order of 
these two miscellaneous goals. (Table 11) 

. Faculty, evening students, and citizens ftom the commmity at large, 
who were part of the LBCC sample populations, agree that excellence 
in "Intercollegiate Athletics" "Should be" the least iu^^rtant of 
the ten Id miscellaneous goals. Day students place this goal in 
a tie for eighth position. (Table 11) 

-6- 
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. "Intercollegiate Athletics" is the only ICI goal, aaong the 
tventy- goal areas and ten miscellaneous goals, that received 
i^x>rtance ratings %Aich produced a negatiye discrepam^ be- 
tween the "Is" and the "Should be" aean for each sub-popu- 
lation of the LBCC seaple. In other words, vitbtn the liaita- 
tions of the InstitutioiuLl Goals Inv>nt.nr,r, the .acuity, 
students and coanunity seen to iaply, that this goal "Should 
bjt" Iftffft jBPftrtant than it currently is perceived to be. 
(Table 12) 
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SOME COMMEWS AMD OBSERVATION 

Cautions ^-^'^It^tlftflff This Research Office report atteapts to 
sunoarise the data generated by Long Beach City College's partici- 
pation in a statewide surv^ conducted a year ago. At the risk of 
■iniaising any values froa this study, some limitations, neverthe- 
less, should be mentioned. As noted earlier, tiarty-eii^t of Cali- 
fornia's CoMunity Colleges participated in this statewide survey. 
A project of this magnitude is an ambiUous endeavor, which often 
necessitates some compromise in sampling techniques. Such was the * 
case in this stucly. The data-gathering instrument itself —the Inati. 
tttttlOM] Cgftjg iBTffnto <}«veloped hf Educational Testing Service- 
was the source of some concern among coamunity college researchers. 
The inventory's length, its vocabulary, the inclusion of concepts 
which might not be understood by the layman, and a perceived orienta- 
tion towards the four -year college, rather than the conmunity college, 
were reasons for this concern. Nevertheless, visible, informative 
patterns do emerge from this project. 

As a word of caution, it should be emphasized that the twenty IfflL 
"goal areas" and ten miscellaneous goals referred to throughout 
this report, lAich are outlined in Table A, are only brief identi- 
fying labels. One should |^ infer that these descriptors imply a 
sweeping inclusion of all aspects of the goal area. Readers should 
keep this, as well as the limitations noted in the foregoing para- 
graph in mind as they interpret the findings of this study. For 
a more meaningful understanding of the respondents' answers to IGI 
Form I, the informed reader should view these data in lifj^t of the 
original goal-oriented statements. Statement numbers for each of the 
"goal areas", and the ten miscellaneous statements vMch form the 
miscellaneous goals, are noted in Table A. Appendix A contains a 
sequential arrangement of each inventory goal statement in its 
entirety. 

gffliw ggBClttslons. Although neither the LBCC sample population, nor the 
statewide saBQ>le, can be described as true random-sample populations, 
it does B2i appear inappropriate to consider carefully the opinions 
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of these people who it vould seem—considering the length of the 
inquiry foxm each conpleted—haw a high level of interest in their 
coMunitx colleges. DeK»gr«phic daU collected for the LBCC saaple 
populaWon, although liaited, are Ml coBpleteljr inconsistent with 
siaUar data identified in other local studies. Characteristics of 
age, etimic heritage and percentages of aen and uonen vere OQi coKtletely 
disslailar trm previous studies. That the "Is" and "Should be" opinions 
of the LBCC saaple population are reaarkably siailar to the atotewide 
saaple has already been noted. These factors, ve believe, tend to 
provide soae aeasure of validity to the findings and inferences re- 
sulting Aroa this stud^. 

As aeasured by the Institutional Goals In^ntnrv in this sUtewide 
survey, the opinion of faculxy, students, and citizens of the cominity 
idien considered wholly, seeas to affira the accepted functions of the 
co«nity college as they have evolved through the years* transfer, 
vocational, general, reaedial, continuing and adult education. Speci- > 
fically, thv perceive the dttitad goals of Long Beach City College as 
those pursued within a cliaate of autual trust aad respect aaong students, 
faculty, and adainistrators, and directed towards: 

• assisting students to choose a suitable occupation and to pro- 
vide opportunities for training and/or retraining In specific 
occi^tions; 

. assisting students to identify and develop techniqxies of 
achieving personal goals, and to develop a feeling of self 
worth and self confidence; 

• training students in aethods of scholarly inquiry, problen- 
solving techniques, and self -directed learning, and instilling 
a lifelong conmitaent to' education; 

. ass.^sting students vho graduate to achieve a defined level of 
coapetence in basic acadenic skills— reading, writing, and 
natheaatics; 

. providing opportunities for continuing education for adults and 
serving as a cultural center in the eoonunity; 

. aaintaining a reputable statvling in relation to other conaunity 
colleges. 

A coi^iarison of goals the local population beUeves the college is aetjy- 
aUx pursuing, with, the dfieiXSd goals listed above, reveals definite 
siailarities, lAich suggest that we aay not be too far trom achieving 
these desired goals. Hopefully, the data and observations eaerging fron 
the Institutional Goals Survey will stiaulate discussion between inter- 
ested faculty, students, citizens of the coanunity and adainistrators 
with responsibilities in this area. 
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Table 1 « Oistribution and Retiirn of Institutional Goals Inventory 
Materials to Long Beach City College Sanqple Population^ 
Spring 1972. 



Sub-population 


Sample Size 
(N) 


Completed ICI 
(N) {%) 


Iktculty 


105* 


83* 




Students: 








Day 


100 


95 


95 


Evening 


100 


85 


85 


Cunnlty 


100 


72 


72 


Total 




335 


8356 


^Includes inquiry foms sent to Board of Education meadbers* 
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Table 2 . Sone Characteristics of the Saiqple LBCG Population Responding to the 
Institutional Goals Inventory, Spring 1972* 



(Hote: Figures in parentheses represent the number responding.) 



Characteristic 


Faculty 
(M=83) 


Day 
Sttidents 


Evening 
Students 
(!i=85) 


CoBunily 
(11=72) 


Total 

(lfc:335) 


Age; 


(80) 


(93) 


(75) 


(65) 


(313) 


Uiader 20 


0J6 


37% 


7% 


1% 


13% 


20-29 


6 


47 


36 


19 


28 


30-39 


17 


6 


24 


15 


15 


4D-A9 


36 


5 


6 


29 . 


19 


50-59 


32 


2 


9 


17 


U 


60 or over 


4 


0 


6 


8 


4 


Sex; 


(72) 


(82) 


(63) 


(71) 


(288) 


Hale 


49$ 


34% 


36% 


U% 


40% 


Female 


38 


53 


38 


54 


46 




(72) 


(81) 


(61) 


(70) 


(284) 


Caxxcasian 




80% 


62JC 


88% 


78% 


KLacl^lfegro 


0 


0 


4 




2 


Chicano/Mex. Amer. 


0 


0 


2 


1 


1 


American Indian 


0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


Oriental 


1 


1 


2 


3 


2 


Other 


1 


3 


1 


0 


1 
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Table 2 . (cont^d) Some Characteristics of the Sample LBCC Population 



Characteristics 



Fi^culty 
M2L 



Day 
Students 



Even5*ng 
Students 

'(N=:85) 



Commmity 
(»=72) 



Total 
(»=335) 



^rMVri™''t** ^^ri^l Y Income : 
Less than $6,000 
$6,000 to $U,999 
$12,000 to $17,999 
$18,000 to $23,999 
$24,000 to $29,999 
$30,000 or more 

Educatioi^ ;! Level ; * 
Some grade school or none 
Fixiished grade school 
Scmie high school 
finished hi^ school 
Business or -brade school 
Some college 
Four years college 
Some graduate school 
Graduate or Frofess. Deg. 

Malor FLe }^ pg or 

stydy : 

Biolo^cal Sciences 
Pfaysical Sciences 
Mathematics 
Social Sciences 
Humanities 

Fine Arts, Perf • Arts 

Education 

Business 

Engineering 

Other 



Occupation (CoPBnmi tY Qnly^ * 
Homemaker 

Semi-skilled worker 

Service worker 

Skilled technician 

Sales or office worker 

Small business owner 

Large business owner or executive 

Educator or Acad, professional 

Other professional req« B.A. Deg. 

Fjrofessional req« Advanced degree 





(77) 


(60) 


(69) 


N/A 
tl 


n/a 


13% 


756 


. (>% 


II 


17 


24 


U 


II 


31 


26 


32 


tl 


n 


9 


6 


19 


H 


II 


5 


5 


7 


i# 

n 


It 


5 


4 


15 


}i 


(70) 


(76) 


(61) 


(69) 


(276) 


056 


056 


056 . 


1* 


0J6. 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


2 - 


3 


1 


1 




9 


13 


7 


0 


0 


1 


1 


1 


1 


23 


26 


28 


19 


0 


31 


11 


21 


16 


18 


3 


7 


10 


9 


64 


21 


15 


. 19 


30 



(78) 


(85) 


(69) 


9.56 


1656 


256 


7 


2 


4 


2 


1 


2 


2 


2 


9 


17 


1 


5 


16 


16 


12 


5 


11 


9 


13 


15 


25 


1 


3 


8 


21 


23 


5 


(N/A) 


m) 





(N/A) 

R 
It 
II 
It 
II 
It 
tl 
tl 
It 
It 

(60) 

2456 
0 

3 
13 
7 

U 
1 
7 
6 
8 



n 
n 
n 
It 

N 

It 
It 
It 
It 



(N/A) 



Percentage of sample population 2556 2856 25% 22% IDO.0% 



•Students were asked to indicate the highest level thqr were planning to achieve. 
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TablO. Comparative Ibuhinfiu or iho IGl (loal iircas: LiJCC Sample Population and 
statewide oaiaple, 

A. itanked position 

B, Mean rating magnitude 



Institutional Cioal Area 



iris» 



LBCC (II=:3^S) 



"Should Be" 



ii 


B 


A 




1 


3.3A 




A. '^A 


2 


3.29 


7 


3.73 


3 


3.16 


5 


3.78 


A 


3.12 


3 


4.05 


5 


3.11 


6 


3.74 


o 


o no 


13 


3.46 


7 


5,.0it 


12 


3.57 


8 


2.96 


8 


3.70 


9 


2.90 


A. 


3.99 


10 


2.86 


2 


4.12 


10 


2.86 


9 


3.66 


12 


2.79 


10 


3.64 


13 


2.73 


10 


3.64 


13 


2.73 


15 


3.15 


15 


2.67 


U 


3.45 


16 


2.50 


16 


3.12 


17 


2.21 


18 


2.70 


18 


2.20 


19 


2.66 


19 


2.0^ 


17 


2.89 


20 


1.64 


20 


2.09 



68 Collefres (telA.Q?^^ 



"Should Be" 



A 
2 


3.12 


A 
1 


B 

4.21 


1 


3.18 


8 


3.71 


5 


3.01 


5 


3.80 


4 


3.02 


3 


4.08 


7 


2.93 


11 


3.68 


3 


3.03 


12 


3.64 


6 


2.98 


13 


3.52 


8 


2.85 


7 


3.74 


9 


2.63 




3.95 


10 


2.82 


2.. 


4.10 


11 


2.76 


6 


3.75 


11 


2.76 


8 


3.71 


13 


2.68 


10 


3.69 


14 


2.66 


16 


3.22 


15 


2.59 


13 


3.52 


16 


2.46 


15 


3.24 


17 


2.18 


18 


2.78 


17 


2.18 


19 


2.73 


19 


2.08 


17 


3.03 


20 


1.65 


20 


2.10 



Vocational Preparation 

Academic Development 
Meeting Local Needs 
Community 

Social ^alitarianism 
Freedom 

Accountability/Efficiency 

Democratic Ciovenmce 

Intellectual Orientation 

Individual-Personal Development 

Intellectual/Aesthetic Environment 

Innovation 

HunanisD^Altruism 

Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness 

Public Service 

Social Criticism/Activism 

Advanced Training 

Research 

Off Campus Learning 
Traditional Religiousness 



Tab^e 4. Cojqwrative Rankings of IGI Goal Area "Is" Rating Means: LBCC Sub-populati 
and Total. 



ons 



A. Ranked position 

B. Mean rating magnitude 



Institutional Goal Area 



Vocational Preparation 
Academic Developinent 
Heating Local Needs 
Comuni'^ 

Social Egalitarianism 
Rreedon 

Acco\mtabili1gr/Efficien<y 

Democratic Governance 

Intellectual Orientation 

Individual Personal OevelopBent 

Intellectual/Aesthetic Enviroiawnt 

Innovation 

HunanisVAltmism 

Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness 

Public Service 

Social Criticisa/Activisn 

Advanced Training 

Research 

Off Canq^ Learning 
Traditional Religiousness 



Total 
A B 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6. 
7 
8 
9 
10 
10 
12 
13 
13 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 



3.34 

3.29 

3.16 

3.12 

3.11 

3.08 

3.04 

2.96 

2.90 

2.86 

2.86 

2.79 

2.73 

2.73 

2.67 

2.50 

2.21 

2.20 

2.04 

1.64 



Faculty 
A B 



1 

4 
2 
7 
3 
6 
5 
9 
11 
7 
10 
13 
12 
13 
15 
16 
19 
18 
17 
20 



3.64 

3.27 

3.46 

3;06 

3.37 

3.07 

3.16 

2.91 

2.82 

3.06 

2.86 

2.80 

2.83 

2.80 

2.68 

2.42 

1.56 

1.66 

1.83 

1.44 



students " 
Day Evening 
II B A B 



2 
-1 
6 
3 
5 
4 
7 
8 
10 
15 
9 
11 
13 
12 
U 
18 
17 
15 
19 
20 



3 
3 
2 
3 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2. 
2, 
2, 
2, 
2. 
2. 
2. 
1. 



.21 
.26 
.99 
.12 
.01 
.11 
.93 
,87 
,81 
,51 
.84 
.79 
55 
74 
53 
42 
A3 
51 
19 
68 



3 
1 
7 
2 
10 

4 
5 
9 
6 
8 

U 
12 

n 

13 
15 
15 
17 
18 
19 
20 



3.12 
3.28 
2.95 
3.J3 
2.89 
2.99 
2.98 
2.92 
2.97 
2.94 
2.74 
2.76 
2.81 
2.75 
2.72 
2.72 
2.70 
2.66 
2.32 
1.89 



Conmuiity 
A B 



1 
2 
3 
4 
6 
7 
8 
5 

.9 
11 
10 
12 
14 
15 
13 
16 
17 
18 

19 
20 



3.42 
3.37 
3.29 
3.22 
3.17 
3.16 
3.U 
3.21 
3.07 
2.99 
3.04 
2.82 
2.77 
2.63 
2.80 
2.46 
2.09 
1.87 
1.76 
1.52 



er|c 
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Table 5 , Ccmparative Rankings of IGI Goal Area " Should Be '' Rating Means: 
LBCC Sub-populations and Total 



A« Ranked position 

6« Mean rating magnitude 















Studwnts 








Tv\B^4 ^tt^ 4 fxTiM^ fw^nn AT*oa 


Total 


Faculty 


Day 


Evening 


Conmunlty 




. A 


B 


A 


B 


A 


n 
O 




. „ P_. 


A 

A 


B 


•ocauxouBJL rxopapauion 


1 


A.36 


1 


4.42 


1 


4»30 


X 


4.29 


1 


/ iO 




2 


^•12 


3 


4.17 


2 


4.08 




4.v^o 


2 


4.Xo 


uoimuuuXwjr 


3 


4..05 


2 


4.24 




i AO 


4 




4 


4.W 


X 11 wVJ^ wUcUL A, VII v€& Vll 


Ar 


3.99 


5 


3.95 


4 


3.95 




4.02 


3 


4.09 


MftA'^^ncy IjAOaI NAAd<3 


5 


3.78 


4 


4*01 


11 


3. GO 


7 




5 






6 


3.7A 


8 


3.80 


5 


3.72 


8 


3.67 


7 


3.76 


iicaaeiuic i/Gvexopiuenu 


7 


3.73 


12 


o eel 

3.58 


o 


J. 71 


f 

p 




e. 
D 


^. rO 


Deinocratic GoTamance 


8 


3.70 


6 


3.90 


7 


3.69 


10 


3.57 


10 


3.62 


T n+.ftl 1 An+.iiA T /Ae <; thetl c Environment 


9 


3.66 


9 


3.79 


9 


3.66 


11 


3.56 


8 


3.66 


HumanisVAltiruism * 


10 


3.64 


10 


3.76 


12 


3.57 


6 


3.73 


11 


3.51 


Innovation 


10 


3.64 


7 


3.81 


8 


3.67 


12 


3.54 


12 


3.50 


Accountability/Efficiency 


12 


3.57 


13 


3.54 


U 


3.48 


8 


3.67 


9 


'3.63 


Freedom 


13 


3.46 


11 


3.60 


9 


3.66 


15 


3.32 


U 


3.16 


Public Service 




3.45 • 


U 


3.32 


13 


3.49 


12 


3.54 


13 


3.43 


Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness 


15 


3.15 


15 


3.27 


17 


3.15 


19 


3.18 


15 


2.95 


Social Criticism/Activism 


16 


3.12 


16 


3.05 


15 


3.25 


16 


3.27 


16 


2.83 


Off Campus Learning 


17 


2.89 


17 


2.53 


16 


3.18 


17 


3.23 


17 


2.54 


Advanced Training 


18 


2.70 


20 


1.70 


19 


3.11 


U 


3.39 


18 


2.46 


Research 


19 


2.66 


18 


1.82 


18 


3.13 


18 


3.20 


19 


2.33 


Traditional Religiousness 


20 


2.09 


18 


1.82 


20 


2.10 


20 


2.43 


20 


1.99 



Table 6 > Discrepancies* Between Mean "Is" and "Sho u ld Be" Ratings of IGI Goal Areas : 
LBCC Sub-populations 



Students 



Institutional Goal Area 



Faculty 


Day 


Evening 


Comnmlty 


•♦0.78 


+1.09 


+1.17 


+1.01 


.31 


.45 


.60 


.41 


.55 


.61 


.73 


.56 


1.18 


.91 


.80 


.78 


.43 " 


.71 


.78 


.59 


.53 


.55 


•33 K , 


.00 


.38 


.55 


.69 


.49 


.99 


.82 


.65 


.41 


1.13 


1.14 


1.05 


1.02 


1.09 


1.57 


1.12 


1.19 


.93 


.82 


.82 


.62 


1.01 


.88 


.78 


.68 


.93 


1.02 


.91 


.74 


.47 


.41 


.43 


.32 


.64 


.96 


.82 


.63 


.63 


.83 


.55, 


.37 


.u 


.68 


.69 


.37 


.16 


.62 


.54 


.46 


.70 


.99 


.91 


.78 


.38 


.42 


.54 


.47 



Vocational Preparation 
Academic Development 
Meeting Local Needs 

Conmunity 
Social Egalitarianism ' 

Freedom 
Accountability/Efficiency 

Democratic Governance 
Intellectual Orientation 
Individual-Personal Development 
Intellectual/Aesthetic Environment 

Innovation 

HumanisVAltruism 
Cultural/Aesthetic Avarenesis 

Public Service 
Social Criticisn/Activlsm 

Advanced Training 

Research 

Off Campus Learning 
Traditional Religiousness 



♦"Should be** means m^.nus "Is" means. 



ERLC 
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Table Spearman Rank—Difference Correlations for Ratings and 
"Should Be" Ratings of the IGI Goal Areas: Selected 
Populations. 



Comparison Groups "Is" "Should be" 

Long Beach Citv College Sub^-populatlons : 

F-'nilty- Day Students ,884* .926* 

i^aculty- Evening Students ,869* ,830* 

Faculty - Community .933* .930* 

Day - Evening St\idents ,886* . ,918* 

Day Students - Community '^^t .907* 

Evening Students - Community ,903 .943* 

LBCC - 68 Colleges ,977* ,961* 
*P <.001. 



* * it * * 



Table 8 , Speannan Rank-Difference Correlations of " Is" vs, 
"Should Be " Ratings of the IGI Goal Areas: 
Selected Populations 



Population 


(N) 


"Is" vs. "Should Be" 


LBCC Faculty 


(83) 


.751* 


LBCC Students 






Day time 


(95) 


.695* 


Evening 


(85) 


.776* 


. LBCC Community 


(72) 


.826* 


LBCC Sanxple 


(335) 


.838* 


68 Colleges 


(U,935) 


.727* 



«p <.01 



High 5 



8 



Hi^ 



Mftdiuat 3 



Low 2 















Mioh 
Lforn 


City 
la C 


CoU 






























Lons B( 


















- 68 




uoBbunlty < 


:oll« 


ges 

















































































— ^ 





























































































































1. 

3. 
A. 
5- 
6. 
7. 



Vocational IVeparation 
Academio Davalopsent 
^laeting Local Needs 
CoiQsuiiity 

Social Egalitariacim 
lyeedos 



AccountAbility/Bf f iciency U 
figure 1 , 



IKSTlTUTlO?fAL COAL ABSAS 

8. Oooocratio Governance 15* Public Service ' 

9. Intellectual Orientation 16. Social Criticien/ 
10. Individual-Personal Derelopneat Activism 

n. Intellsctual/Aastbetic Awsraness 17. Advanced Training 

12. Innovation 18. Rssearch 

13. HunanisVAltruiss 19* Off Campus teeming 
CulturaVAesthetic Awareness 20. Ttaditionsl Beligiousnoss 



Coaparison of IQI, Goal Areas "Is" Rating Means i Long Beaoh Ciiy College and 
68 California Coanunity Collegee 



a 



o 
to 



Extrezael/ 
High 5 



Hi^ 



HediuB 3 



Low 2 



None 











1 


! 1 \ \ 1 1 1 \ \ \ 

Long Beach City College 

Art C*l < f omla Couunitr Colleses » — — . 


























. 1 






























































^ 
















V- 


— '/ 
































































































































































IKSTITUTIOWAL GOAL AHEAS 



!• Vocational Preparation 

2. Academic Developnent 

3. Meeting Local Needs 
1^. Community 

5. Social Egalitarianism 

6. IV'eedom 

7. Accoutttability/Efficieucy 



8. Democratic Governance 15. Public Service 

9, Intellectual Oriohtation 16. Social Criticism/ 

10. Individual-Personal Development Activism 

11. Intellectual/Aesthetic A\Areness 17. Advanced Training 

12. Innovation Id. Research 

13. HumanisB^Altruism 19. Off Can^ms Learning 

U* Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness 20. Traditional RoHglousness 



Fjgttre 2 . Comparison of lOI Goal Areas "Should be" Rating Means t Long Beach City College 
and 68 California Connuiity Colleges. 



15- 



2 



i 

o 



I 1 I I i 1 I I I ! 

Long Beach City College 

68 California Community Colleges ^ 




^ ^ ^ 10 li- 12 13 U 15 16 3718 iTlo 

IMSTITUTIONAL GOAL AKKA.q 



1. Vocational Preparation 
2« Academic Development 
3. Meeting Local Weeds 
il. Community 

5. Social Egalitarianism 

6. fVeedoa 

?• Accountability/Efficiency 



Figure 3. 



8. Domocratic-Govemanco 15. PubHc Service 

9. Intellectual Orientation 16. Social Criticism/ 

10. Individual-Porconal Development Activism 

11. Intollcctual/Aesthetic Awareness 17. Advanced Training 

12. Innovation is. Research 

13. Huinanisnv/Altruism 19. Off campua Learning 
Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness 20. Traditional Religiousness 



Comparison of the Ittscrepancy Between "Is" and "Should hft" Means for the IGI 
Goal Areas: Long Beach City College and 68 California Coanunity Colleges. 
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to 
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1. Vocational Preparation 

2. Academic Development 

3. Meeting Local Needs 

4. Cocmunity 

5* Social Egalitarianism 

6. ^ecdom 

7. Accountability/Efficiency 



INSTITUTIONAL GOAL AI^AS 



8. 

9. 
10. 
11. 
12, 
13. 
U. 



Democratic Governance 15, 

Intellectual Orientation 16. 
Individual-Personal Developcaent 

Intellectual/Aesthetic Awareness 17. 

Innovation 13^ 

HumanisEv/Altrulem 19* 

Cultural/Aosthetio Awareness 2o! 



Public Service 
Social CriticisV 
Activism 

Advanced, Training 
Research 

Off Campus Learning 
tTraditional Keligiousness 



Sub^J^tifn^^^ ^^^""^ ^""^ ^^^^ 
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INSTITUTIONAL GOAL AREAS 



!• Vocational Preparation 

2* Acadeirlc Developaent 

3, Moctlng Local Needs 

Community 

5« Social Egalitarianism 

6* f^edom 

7. Accountability/Efficiency 



8* Desx>cratic Governance 15* 

9* Intellectual Orientation 16* 

10* Individual-Personal Dovelopnent 

11* Intellcctual/Aosthetic Awareness 17* 

12, Innovation 18* 

13* HunanisV^trulsn 19* 

Ctiltural/^^sthetic Avareness 20« 



Public Service 
Social Criticiso/ 
Activism 

M'^ncod Training 
Research 

Off Canpus Learning 
Traditional Religiousness 



Figure 5 > Comparison of Id Goal Area ' 'Should be ^ Rating Means t Long Beach City College 
Sub-populations • 
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3* Meeting Local Needs 
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6* IVeedom 
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15. 
16. 



8, Democratic Governance 

9* Intellectual Orientation 
10* Indivldual-Poroonal Dovelopsnent 
11* Intolloctual/Aosthotic Awareness 17* 
12* Innovation 18, 
13* HumanicVAltruiom 19* 
14* Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness 20, 



17 18 19 20 



Public Service 
Social CriticisV 
Activism 

Advonced Training 
Research 

Off Campus Learning 
Traditional Religiousness 
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Figure 6 * Comparison of the Discrepancy Between " Is" and "Should be* * Means for the Id 
Goal Areas t Long Beach City College Sub-populations* 
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1. 

2. 
3. 
4. 
5» 
6. 
7. 



Vocational Prepiiration 8. 

Acad^nic Dovclow.cnt 9. 

I Joe tins i-ocal iioda 30. 

Ccnsarjnity n. 

Social '^calitarianism 12. 

Frccdoa 13^ 

Accountability/Efficiency H. 



IK3TITUT10;iAL COAL ARPAS 



Dcr'XJcratic Govoruanco 15, Public Service 

Intel*l':?;:tual Orientation 16. Social Criticirry 
IndiA-i4ual-l{:raonal Dcvclocrcsr.t Activisri 

Iniellcctixna/Aesthctic Avaren-jsc 17. Advanced Trai:ii»g 

2wiC.\\iiion 13. Research 

KusiinicDv/Altndsn 19. Ofr Canpus tcnrning 

Cultural/ Aesthotic Avarenoss 20* Traditional Bolicioucncsa 



erJc 



EtaaieJ. Comparison of IGI Goal Area "Is" vs. "Should Be " RaUng Means t 
LBCC fesajliy Sub-population. 
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Socicl li^^alitixianisa 
Rrccdcs 
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10. In:Uvi'li:al-i'ftr:Jon-.l Dovolotsaeut 
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12* Ir.:S3valion 

13^ JIui^nnicz/Altruisa 



l\:bllc Sorvict 
6oclcl CriUciri:/ 
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19. Orf Cj;f;i>U3 LoiiT^r-s 



AccountTLbility/Emcioncy U. Cultural/Aoatbotio Awareneaa 20. TraOiUoaal rdiciouflnosa 



Plgura 9 . Coopari'fton of lOI Goal Atm " ^a" "Shgyld Ba " Ratiai HmmS 

LBCC Student Sub-popMlation. 
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3. CaaioDi.'.tl.lc Covcvu-^r.co 15. JVt:lic ^orvic-- 

9. irlci: .tiUi'd Cri^nh^tion 16. .*=cciAl Critici:-V 

10. Ir..V:vii;r' l-r -r.c».r^l D^,-aojr::?nt Activicn 

11. In<x«Ii<i'^tv:3/.\^:;thotlc Ay!;is:::esn 17. /.lUvnocu Triira^:; 

12. I:uu>vUlor. 16. R^.errch 

13. jrjnv»nar//OLtn»icu 19. OiT Cvr/vu:* In^r-rj-.r,-; 



6. irc'don 
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Figure 10 > Comparison of lOI Goal Area " Is" vs. "Should Be" Rating MeansJ 
LDCC Coimminity Sub-populations. 

-19- 



Table 9 > Conparativo Ilanldngn of Kiscollancou:; IGI Goaln: LBCC Sample Poptilation 
and Statovido Somplo* 

A. Ranked position 

B. Hoan rating uagnitude 









68 


Colleras 




Goal 


"Is" "Should b«" 


"Is" 


"Should be" 




A 


B 


A 


B 


A 


B- 


A 


B 


Basic-Skills Competence 


1 


3,19 


1 


4.21 


2 


3.20 


1 


4.16 


Academic Recognition 


. 1 




3 


3.87 


1 


3.27 


3 


3.74 


Intercollegiate Athletics 


3 


3.37 


10 


2.96 




3.01 


10 


2.77 


Extra-curricular Actiirities 


U 


3.36 


6 


3.43 


5 


2.90 


7 


3.a 


Organized Institutional Planning 


5 


3.13 


2 


3.88 


3 


3.09 


2 


3.84 


Evaluational Attitude 


6 


2.88 


5 


3.U 


7 


2.83 


5 


3.48 


Institutional Planning (Conaiunity) 


7 


2.87 


k 


3.55 


6 


2.87 


4 


3.57 


CosBAmication 


8 


2.78 


8 


3.36 


8 


2.76 


7 


3.a 


ConsensxM Institutional Goals 


9 


2.66 


7 


3.4D 


9 


2.70 


5 


3.48 


Institutional Autonomy 


10 


2.^9 


9 


3.10 


10 


2.58 


9 


3.21 



Table 10 . Comparative Rankings of Miscellaneous IGI Goal ^Is** Rating Means t 

LBCC Sub«>populations and Total. 

A. Ranked position 

B. Mean rating magnitude 





Total 
A B 


flaculty 
A B 


Sttidents 
Day BvMilag 
A B A B 


CoMunity 
A B 


fiftsie Skills Conpetenoe 


1 


3.49 


1 


3.49 


1 


3.59 


1 


3.46 


4 


3.39 


Acadeodc Recognition 


1 


3.49 


1 


3.49 


3 


3.43 


2 


3.36 


1 


3.71 


IntereoUegiAt* Athletics 


3 


3.37 


4 


3.41 


2 


3.48 


4 


3.06 


3 


3.51 


Extra Curricular Activities 


4 


3.36 


3 


3.48 


4 


3.26 


3 


3,16 


2 


3.60 


Organized Institutiooftl Planning 


5 


3.13 


5 


3.33 


5 


3.12 


5 


2.96 


5 


3.13 


EvaluAtional Attitude 


6 


2.88 


8 


2.66 


6 


2.82 


6 


2.92 


8 


2.96 


Institutional Planning (Conaunity) 


7 


2.87 


6 


3.32 


8 


2,67 


8 


2.52 


7 


3.00 


Conaunication 


8 


2.78 


7 


3.03 


7 


2.69 


10 


2.42 


6 


3.02 


Consensus Institutional Goals 


9 


2.66 


9 


2;74 


9 


2.51 


7 


2.77 


9 


2.67 


Institutional Autoncaqy 


10 


2.49 


10 


2.48 


10 


2.a 


9 


2.43 


9 


2.67 
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Iftblfi^Uj Coapnmtiire Ronkinn*': of Miscellimooun IGI Gonl "Shoul,^ B^ " Rating K«cann: 
LDCC i3Ub«po|>ulotic)nn and Tot^il* 

A« Honked ponition 

B« Moan rating Aagnitudo 





Total 
A B 


Faculty 
A B 


Stvdants 
Day Evaning 
A B A B 


CoMinity 
A B 


Buie Skills Coa^Mtanc* 


1 


/..21 


1 




1 


3.94 


1 


4.17 


1 


4.42 


Qrganisod Institutional Planning 


2 


3*88 


2 


A.Ol 


3 


3.67 


2 


3.87 


3 


4.02 


AeadMiic Raoognltion 


3 


3.87 


3 


3.91 


2 


3.71 


3 


3.83 


2 


4.08 


Institutional PUnninc (Conunity) . 


A 


3.55 


A 


3.88 


7 


3.26 


7 


3.24 


4 


3.89 


Evaluational Attitude 


5 


3.U 


7 


3.^ 


6 


3.30 


6 


3.42 


6 


3.65 


Extra Currieular Activitias 


6 


3.43 


8 


3.41 


4 


3.46 


4 


3.45 


7 


3.a 


Consansus Institutional Goals 


7 


3.40 


6 


3.49 


5 


3.40 


5 


3.44 


8 


3.24 


Coanunieation 


8 


3.36 


5 


3.68 


8 


3.U 


9 


3.00 


5 


3.70 


Institutional Autonooy 


9 


3.10 


9 


3.U 


10 


2.96 


8 


3.16 


9 


3.16 


Intarcollafiata Atklatles 


10 


2.96 


10 


2.77 


8 


3.U 


10 


2.88 


10 


3.05 



Tmbl# 12 . Discrepancies Betveen Mean ^^Ij^** and ^ Should Be *^ Ratings of the Miseellaneouti- 
IGI Goals I LBCC Sub-populationa* 



Goal 


Facility ' 


Students 
Day Evening 


CoHunity 


Basic-Skills Co^wtance 


+.91 


+.35 


+.71 


+1.09 


Acadanic Raeognition 


+.42 


+.28 


+.47 


+.37 


Intercollegiata Athletics 


-.64 


-.34 


-.18 


-.46 


£xtra-eurricular Activities 


-.07 


+.20 


+.29 


-.19 


Qrgsnized Institutional Planning 


+.68 


+.U 


+.91 


+.89 


Evaluational Attitude 


+.60 


+,48 


+.50 


+.69 


Institutional Planning (Consunity) 


+.56 


+.59 


+.72 


■>.89 


Consunication 


+.65 


+.49 


+.58 


.68 


Consansus Institutional Goals 


+.75 


+.89 


+.67 


+.57 


Institutional Autonony 


+.66 


+.55 


+.73 


+.49 . 

t 



•21- 



Table n. Speazman Rank-Difference CorrelaUon for "la" Ratings 
and "Should Be " Ratings of the Ten Hiscellaneous Id 
Goals: Selected Populations. 





Coapazlson Groups 


"Is" 


"Should Be" 


LBCC Sub-Donylations: 








Facul^-fiay Students 


.906»« 


.730" 




Eaculty-ETening Stxklents 




.733" 




Faculty-Cosnunity 


.933"* 


.952"» 




Oey - Evening Students 


.879** 


.9A9«» 




Dtj Students-Consunity 


.852»« 


.7i;3" 




Evening Students-CoMunity 


.76l» 


.721» 




LBCC . 68 Colleges 


.9A8»» 


.970»« 


•p. 


<.05 








<.01 








M K Jt 








Table IL. Speaznan Rank-Difference Correlation of 


"Is" vs. 




"Should Be" Ratlnga of -the Tan MiseallAn«ou« Id 




Goals: Selected Populations 






Population 


"Is" vs. "Should Be" 




LBCC Saaq;>le 


.519 






Statewide Sa]q>le 


.588 
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Long Beach City College 

68 California Cowunlty Colleges — 

I I 




t 5 6 7 



1* Basic-Skills Cospctonce 

2* ilcndcsic Pccocniticn 

3* Intcrcollcciata Athletics 

4.* Extra-Curriculiir Activities 

5* Crg&nizod Instituticncl Plannin.j 



6* EvalurttionoX Attitude 

7. InstituUorr.1 Plnnnine; (Cormnlty) 

8* Corr.Mnlcction, 

9* Consensus Institutional Goals 

10* Institutional Aato.nG:;^ 



Figure 11 > Coivariaoii of the "Ift" RaiiaK Haaas for the ^ 

'ttygtlliriitlW Id Goalss loii« Beech Ci^ College 
and 68 Cuiuiity Colleges* 
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1* Basic-Skills Co!:p^tcnce 

2m Ac&dccilc Rcco^ition 

3. Intcrcollo(;iato Athletics 

4.. Extrc-Curriculuv /ctivitios 

5* Orcnnizod Institutional ?lonnin(; 



6* Evnluational Attitude 

7* liutitutioRsl ilAnnin(; (Coccunity) 

8* CosQcunicr.tion 

9* Conscrrus Institutional Coals 

10* Institutional /.utoncsy 



Figure 12 . Coapariaoii of the "Should Be» Rating Meana for the 
Hlacelldneous IGl Goals t Long Beach City College 
and 68 CoHnmity Colleges. 
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Fjgura 13- Co^purison of the ftiscrepanpy Betwm iJ "^nfl*! Vt* 
Means for the m«ftllTr^* Id Goalss Loi^ Baacfa Citj 
College and 68 Cowunity Colleges 
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Figure lA- Coqparison of the " Is" rs. ^Should Be" fiatings Means 

For The mst^mMmnrntms IGI Goalst LBCC Saanl^ Pftp^tl>»,fftp- 
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Figure 16 . Co»»pariccji of the "Is" v:;, "Should Be" Rating Maans 
For the Hlccellonooug ICI Coalnt I*fiCC gtwlen^ 
Sub-populationr 
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Appendix A . Instittitional Cioals Inventory Goal Statements « 



Each statement asks for responses on two five point iiqx^irtance scales: 

1# of no importance or not applicable 

2* of low importance 

3» of medium importance 

4* of high importance 

5* of extrem^ high i]Q)oxi;ance 

One scale asks, ••How ia^wartant is the goal at this institution at the present 
time?" The second scale asks, "In yoxir jxidgment, how important should the 
goal be at this institution?'' 

Statements 

1* to help students acquire depth of knowledge in at least one academic 
discipline. 

2. to train students in methods of scholarly inquiry, scientific research, 

and/or problem definition and solution. 
3* to. help students identify their own personal goals and develop means of 

achieving them; • • 

4. to ensure that students acquire a basic knowledge in the humanities, 

social science, and natural sciences* 
5* to increase the desire azKl ability of students to tmdertake self -directed 

leairning... 

6. to pxrepare students for advanced academic work, e.g., at a four-year 
college or graduate or professional school... 

7. to develop students* ability to synthesize knowledge from a variety of 
sources... 

8. to help students develop a sense of self --worth, self-confidence, and a 
capaciiy to have an i]Q>act on events... 

9. to hold students throughout the institution to high standards of intel- 
lectual performance... 

10. to instill in students a life-long commitment to learning... 

11. to help students achieve deeper levels of self-understanding... 

12. to ensure that students who graduate have achieved some level of 
reading, writing, and mathematics competenqr... 

13* to help students to be open, honest, and trusting in their relationships 
with others*.. 

lA* to encourage students to become conscious of the important moral issues 
of our time... 

15* to increase students* sensitivity to and appreciation of vaxrious forms 
of art and artistic expression... 

16. to educate students in a particular religious heritage #.. 

17. to help students understand and respect people from diverse backgrotmds 
and cultures... ^ 

18. to require students to complete some course work in the humanities or arts.** 

19. to help students become aware of the potentialities of a full-time religious 
vocation... 

20. to encourage sttidents to become committed to working for world peace. «. 
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Appendix A (cont'd) 



21. to encotirage students to express themselves artistically, e.g., in music, 
painting, f ilnMoaking. . . 

22. to develop students' ability to understand and defend a theological position... 
23 • to encourage students to make concern about the welfare of all mankind a 

central part of their lives... 
24* to acquaint students vdth forms of artistic or literary expression in non- 
Western countries ... 

25 • to help students develop a dedication to serving God in every-day life... 

26. to provide opportunities for students to receive training for specific 
occupational careers, e.g., accounting, engineering, niirsing. .. 

27. to develop what would generally be regarded as a strong and comprehensive 
graduate school... 

28. to perform contract research for government, business, or industry... 

2S^. to provide opport\inities for continuing education for adults in the local 
area, e.g., on a part-time basis... 

30. to develop educational programs geared to new and emerging career fields... 

31. to provide training in one or more of the traditional professions, e.g., law, 
medicine, architecture... 

32. to offer graduate programs in such "newer" professions as engineering, education, 
and social work... 

33* to serve as a cultural center in the community served by the campus... 
34* to conduct basic research in the natural sciences... 
35 • to conduct basic research in the social sciences... 

36. to provide retraining opportunities for individuals ybose job skills have 
become out of date... 

37. to contribute, throu^ research, to the general advancement of knowledge.... 
38* to assist students in deciding upon a vocational career... 

39* to provide trained manpower for local-area business, industry, and government... 

40. to facilitate involvement of sttidents in neighborhood and conooouni'ty-service 
activities... 

41. to conduct advanced stuc^ in specialized problem areas, e.g., throiigh research 
institutes, centers, or graduate programs... 

42. to provide educational e^qperiences relevant to the evolving interests of 
women in America... 

43. to provide critical evaltiation of prevailing practices and values in American 
society. . . 

44,. to help people from disadvantaged communities acquire knowledge and skills 
they can use in improvilig conditions in their own communities*.. 

45* to move to or maintain a polipy of essentially open admissions, and then to 
develop meaningful educational experiences for all vho are admitted... 

46. to serve as a soiorce of ideas and recommendations for changing social 
institutions judged to be unjust or otherwise defective... 

47. to work with governmental agencies in designing new social and environmental 
programs*.. 

48. to offer developmental or remedial programs in basic skills (reading, writing, 
mathematics) ... 

49* to help students learn how to bring about change in American sociely... 

50. to focus resources of the institution on the solution of major social and 
environmental problems... 

51. to be responsive to regional and national priorities jAien considering new 
educational programs for the institution... 

52. to provide educational experiences relevant to the evolving interests of 
Blacks, Chicanes, and American Indians... 
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, Appendix A (cont'd) 



53* to be engaged, aa institution ^ in working for basic changes in American society* 
54. to ensure that students are not prevented from hearing speakers presenting 

controversial points of view... 
55 • to create a system of campus governance that is genuinely responsive to the 

concerns of all people at the institution. 

56. to maintain a climate in which faculty commitment to the goals and well-being 
. . of the institution is as strong as commitment to professional careers... 

57. to ensure the freedom of students and faculty to choose their own life styles 
(living arrangements, personal appearance, etc.)..* 

58* to develop arrangements by which students, faculty, administrators, and 
trustees can be significantly involved in campus governance... 

59. to maintain a climate in which communication throughout the organizational 
structure is open and candid..* 

60. to place no restrictions on off-campus political activities by facility or 
students... 

61* to decentralize decision mking on the campus to the greatest extent possible*.* 
62* to maintain a campus climate in yhich differences of opinion can be aired 

openly and amicably... 
63 • to protect the right of faculty members to present unpopular or controversial 

ideas in the classroom... 
64. to assure individuals the opportunity to participate or be represented in 

making at^ decisions that affect them.*. 
65* to maintain a climate of mutual trust and respect among students, facility, and 

administrators * . . 

66. to create a campus climate in which students spend much of their free time in 

intellectiial and cultural activities. 
67* to build a climate on the campus in which continxious educational innovation 

is accepted as an institutional way of life*.. 
68* to encourage students to spend time away from the campus gaining academic 

credit for such activities as a year of study abroad, in work-study programs, 

in VISTA, etc**. 

69 • to create a climate in which sttidents and faculty may easily come together 

for informal discussion of ideas and mutual interests*.* 
70. to experiment with different methods of evaluating and grading student 

performance ... 

71* to maintain or work to achieve a large degree of institutional autonomy or 

independence in relation to governmental or other educational agencies*.. 
72* to participate in a network of colleges through \rtiich students, according 

to plan, may sttidy on several campuses during their undergraduate years..* 
73 • to sponsor each year a rich program of cxiltural events — lectures, concerts, 

art exhibits, and the like*** 
74. to experiment with new approaches to individualized instruction such as 

tutorials, flexible schedvGLing, and students planning their own programs* •* 
75 • to award the bachelor's and/or associate degree for supervised study done 

a\iay ftrom the campus, e.g*, in extension or tutorial centers, by correspondence, 

or through field work*.. 

76. to create an institution known widely as an intellecttaally exciting and 
stimulating place*.. 

77. to create procedures by which curricular or instructional innovations may 
be readily initiated**. 

78* to award the bachelor's and/or associate degree to some individuals solely on 
the basis of their performance on an acceptable examination (with no college- 
supervised study, on-or off -campus, necessary)*.. 
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Appendix . A (fiout.'d) 



79 • to apply cost criteria in deciding among alternative academic and non-academic 
programs... 

80. to maintain or work to achieve a reputable standing for the instituttition 
within the academic world (or in relation to similar colleges) . . . 

61. to regularly provide evidence that the institution is acttxally achieving its 
stated goals... 

82 • to carry oh a broad and vigorous program of extracurricular activities and 

events for students... 
83 • to be concerned about the efficiency with which college operations are 

conducted... 

8i^. to be organized for continuous short^-^ medim-^ and long-«range planning for 

the total institution... 
65 • to include local citizens in planning college programs that will affect the 

local community... 

86. to excel in intercollegiate athletic competition... 

87. to be accountable to funding sources for the effectiveness of college programs. 

88. to create a climate in which systematic evaluation of college programs is 
accepted as an institutional way of life*.* 

89* to systematically interpret the nature, purpose, and work of the institution 

to citizens off the campus... 
90. to achieve consensus among people on the campus about the goals of the 

intitution.** 



